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A symposium such as this is obviously a joint product and I am
indebted to many people. I would like to thank of course all of those
who contributed papers and comments to the symposium for doing such
a superlative job. I am also grateful to Dean Lewis Collens of the Chi-
cago-Kent College of Law for his generosity in making all of this possi-
ble. The Law Review staff is also to be commended for undertaking the
editing of the manuscripts. Finally, I am indebted to Professor Randy
Barnett of the Chicago-Kent College of Law for his invaluable assistance
in planning the symposium and to Professor Richard Wright of the Chi-
cago-Kent College of Law for his help during the publication process.
The final product is far better for their efforts than it otherwise would
have been.
MARIO J. Rizzo
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

